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of initiating the proceedings butkeptas a public record. No prejudice, however,
is to attach to the filing of a new petition as a result of the prior insufficiency.

We believe that these express consequences contained in sections 56705
and 56709 demonstrate a mandatory legislative intent with respect to the ef-
fectof the time limitation upon subsequent govemmental actions. By reference
to the filing of a new petition, the Legislature has indicated the jurisdictional
nature of a failure to meet the statutory deadline. (See Edwardsv. Steele, supra,
25 Cal.3d 406, 410.)

Treating the time limitation as jurisdictional promotes the legislative pur-
pose of protecting the public from *stale” petitions and requires the initiation
of proceedings based solely upon the signatures of those currently residing in
the area. (See Morrisv. County of Marin (1977) 18 Cal.3d 901, 909-910.) Be-
cause a new petition may be filed without any prejudice attaching, the rights
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of interested parties are appropriately safeguarded. (See People v. McGee.
supra, 19 Cal.3d 948, 962-963.)
Finally, we examine the language of section 56106, which states:
“Any provisionsin this division governing the time within which .
an official, a conducting authority, or the commission is to act shall
in all instances, except for notice requirements, be deemed directory,
rather than mandatory.”

This statutory directive is inapplicable with respect to the time limitation of
section 56705 since the latter limits petitioners (persons attempting to initiate
the proceedings) rather than *“an official, a conducting authority, or the com-
mission.” (See §§ 56022, 56068, 56079, 56700.)* Such construction of section
56106 harmonizes its language with the provisions of sections 56705 and
56709 that clearly demonstrate the jurisdictional effect of the 60-day time
limitation specified therein. Statutory provisions are to be harmonized when-
ever possible. (People v. Woodhead, supra, 43 Cal.3d 1002, 1009; People v.
Craft, supra,41 Cal.3d 554, 560; Moore v. Panish, supra, 32 Cal.3d 535, 541.)

Accordingly LAFCO is without power and jurisdiction to accept a peti-
tion submitted to it more than 60 days after the last signature has been affixed.
If LAFCO were 10 issue a certificate of filing and treat the petition as suffi-
cient for purposes of initiating the proceedings even though received after the
expiration of the 60-day period, the certificate would be unlawful and without
effect. -

In answer to the third question, therefore, we conclude that a certificate
of filing is void that is issued with respect to a petition presented more than 60
days after the last signature was affixed.

Opinion No. 88-701—December 21, 1988

SUBJECT: TRANSFER OF BUDGET AND STAFF BY THE EXECU-
TIVE BRANCH OF STATE GOVERNMENT-—The executive branch
of state govemment may by interagency agreement transfer budget and
staff for all or a portion of the administration of the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant Program from the Department of Housing and Com-
munity Development to the Department of Commerce without following
the reorganization procedure established by Government Code section
12080 et seq., provided ultimate responsibility for that administration lies
with the Department of Housing and Community Development. ‘

‘o may also be observed that courts have not always followed legislative declarations conceming

the effect of a particular time limitation. (See, e.g.; Liberty Mut. Ins. Co. v. Ind. Acc. Com. (1964) 231
Cal. App.2d 501, 509-510.)



